This study examines the links among job dissatisfaction, intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation, and creative work involvement (CWI). It also investigates the moderating effect of proactive personality. The research data were obtained from two surveys conducted four months apart involving 271 employees. Negative impacts of job dissatisfaction on (1) intrinsic learning motivation and (2) CWI were discovered. Positive impacts of both intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation on CWI were found. Intrinsic learning motivation mediated the relationship between job dissatisfaction and CWI. In addition, proactive personality played moderating roles in the relationships between job dissatisfaction and (1) intrinsic learning motivation, extrinsic learning motivation and (2) CWI.
INTRODUCTION
Creative work involvement (hereafter CWI), which refers to the involvement of employees in creative tasks, is necessary for improving organizational creativity (Kark & Carmeli, 2009 Kark & Carmeli, 2009 ). This paper focuses on the effects of job dissatisfaction and learning motivation. Job dissatisfaction, defined as a negative attitude toward job attributes, has been an important topic determined to influence employee motivation and performance (Bos, Donders, Schouteten, & Van der Gulden, 2013; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001 ). An optimistic view of job dissatisfaction which relates to creativity was studied by Zhou and George (2001) who discovered that employee dissatisfaction with some supportive factors may together encourage creativity. However, literature also suggests that job dissatisfaction may result in undesirable behavior (Oshagbemi, 1999) . Four possible responses to job dissatisfaction have been discussed, which include exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect (Farrell, 1983) . Farrell suggested that the neglect option is chosen when an employee responds to dissatisfaction in the form of lax and disinterested behavior. Furthermore, Zhou and George (2001) suggested that unsatisfied employees may neglect the situation by not trying to update the knowledge that will lead to improvement. Consistent with the notion, this study includes learning motivation as a mediator. Learning motivation refers to the desire to learn work contents (Major, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006) , which may be influenced by attitudinal factors (Weissbein, Huang, Ford, & Schmidt, 2011) . Prior literature on learning motivation has suggested that people can be intrinsically and extrinsically motivated to learn (Glynn & Koballa Jr., 2006) . To offer a deeper insight into these relationships, this study uses both types of learning motivation. From a less optimistic point of view, whether job dissatisfaction will weaken learning motivation, in turn, CWI, may be an important research question, since the links among the variables have been unsubstantiated. This also study aims to investigate proactive personality as a moderator. Because proactive personality measures the extent to which persons may respond to their work environments in more positive ways (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006) , this study addresses whether there are any differences between degrees of proactivity among employees -according to their response to job dissatisfaction, as it relates to their motivation to learn and be creatively involved in their work. Overall, the relationships tested in the current study are depicted in Figure 1. 
LITERATURE REVIEW
Prior research has explored the influence of learning orientation on employee creativity (Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009; Hirst, Van Knippenberg, & Zhou, 2009 ). Learning motivation is, however, different from learning orientation. Learning orientation is a relatively stable personal characteristic (Godshalk & Sosik, 2003) , whereas learning motivation can theoretically and literally be modified by either internal or external factors (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000; Major et al., 2006) . Individuals are intrinsically motivated to learn, because they have a natural tendency to pursue their interests, to find personal satisfaction, and to exercise their capabilities in a work context, or extrinsically motivated to learn, because they have to fulfill general job requirements, want to pursue more rewards or a better career, or wish to avoid negative consequences from employers (Glynn & Koballa Jr., 2006) . Klein, Noe, and Chongwei (2006) found that highly satisfied student participants in learning situations had a higher degree of motivation to participate in learning processes and attained higher levels of achievement. Moreover, they suggested that learners may perceive learning situations as either barriers or enablers. When learners perceive a difficult situation as a barrier, they may feel frustrated, and their motivation to learn may decrease, and vice versa. Since it is suggested that job dissatisfaction can be considered as a barrier for employees in this study, in such a situation, employees have less energy and self-motivation toward their job requirements. Job dissatisfaction may decrease their eagerness to improve their knowledge and skills (Bos et al., 2013 H3: Job dissatisfaction will be negatively related to creative work involvement.
Learning theory describes how people obtain knowledge, interpret, and utilize useful knowledge in relevant contexts. Creativity is defined as the generation of new ideas, products and procedures (Amabile, 1983 ) and involves learning processes (Hirst et al., 2009 Taken together, the more people feel learning is interesting (i.e., intrinsic learning motivation) or is required to adapt to their job demands (i.e., extrinsic learning motivation), the more they desire to elaborate on their acquired knowledge particularly in creative tasks (Amabile, 1983) . Thus:
H4: Intrinsic learning motivation will be positively related to creative work involvement.
H5: Extrinsic learning motivation will be positively related to creative work involvement.
It is suggested that job dissatisfaction may hinder motivation to learn, which in turn will influence the willingness to involve in creative works. As previously discussed, job dissatisfaction can produce ineffective behavior (Bos et al., 2013; Farrell, 1983) , where in such situations, employees tend to be reluctant to learn (Colquitt & Simmering, 1998) . Dissatisfied employees may choose to remain with an organization, but will exert less time and effort toward their work tasks (Withey & Cooper, 1989). They might pay less attention to finding new knowledge and skills that will help them execute their work requirements (Farrell, 1983; Zhou & George, 2001 ). Since motivation to learn is essential for improving employees' knowledge and skills (Major et al., 2006) , it may also influence their eagerness to undertake creative tasks (Gong et al., 2009 ). The degree of job dissatisfaction affecting employees' intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation may in turn influence CWI. Thus:
H6: Intrinsic learning motivation will mediate the relationship between job dissatisfaction and creative work involvement.
Proactive personality, a stable personal characteristic, measures the extent to which an individual is relatively unconstrained by situational forces and the degree to which there are environmental changes (Bateman & Crant, 1993) . In most situations, proactive personalities will scan for opportunities, show initiatives, take actions, and preserve meaningful changes (Crant, 2000) . A recent study found that job stress developed self-efficacy (i.e, with regard to capturing their perceived capability) in individuals with high proactive personality (Zhao, Zhou, Liu, & Kang, 2016). In such a situation, it is posited that proactive employees are more able to create environments conducive to their overall performance and creativity (Gong, Cheung, Wang, & Huang, 2012) and their motivation to learn (Major et al., 2006) . Even when proactive employees are unhappy with their jobs, they may have greater self-esteem (Liao, 2015) and self-efficacy and personality-driven motivation related to carrying out a broader and more proactive set of work responsibilities (Parker, 1998) . They may also have better learning motivation and creativity. Thus:
H8: Proactive personality will moderate the relationship between job dissatisfaction and intrinsic learning motivation. The negative impact of job dissatisfaction will be weaker for highly proactive employees as compared to less proactive employees.
H9: Proactive personality will moderate the relationship between job dissatisfaction and extrinsic learning motivation. The negative impact of job dissatisfaction will be weaker for highly proactive employees as compared to less proactive employees.
H10: Proactive personality will moderate the relationship between job dissatisfaction and creative work involvement. The negative impact of job dissatisfaction will be weaker for highly proactive employees as compared to less proactive employees.
METHOD

Research participants and procedure
An online survey was distributed to the alumni of two colleges under a foundation in Indonesia.
All of them were working as employees in various organizations. Two surveys were conducted four months apart. Initially, a total of 949 selected alumni were involved. They completed job dissatisfaction, learning motivation (intrinsic and extrinsic), and proactive personality scales. Four hundred and twenty responses were collected, showing a 44% response rate. At Time 2, those participants were requested to complete a CWI scale. A 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) was used for all scales. Finally, a total of 271 responses from Time 2 were collected. Participants' names and/or initials were used to match the data obtained from both surveys. All matched responses from the surveys were usable.
Research measurements
Job dissatisfaction
Following Zhou and George (2001), job dissatisfaction was assessed by a 3-item scale from the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire. A sample item is "In general, I don't like my job". The alpha was .80.
Learning motivation
A 10-item scale assessing learning motivation was taken from Glynn and Koballa Jr. (2006). The scale consists of 5 items, each intended to measure both intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation. The original items were modified in order to be appropriately used in a work context. The alphas were .85 and .83, respectively, for intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation. Because this version was first used, a discriminant validity test was conducted. As shown in Table  1 , all items are well loaded in their respective factors, representing discriminant evidence of the factors.
Proactive personality
Proactive personality was assessed using the 10-item scale version validated by Seibert et al.
(1999), which is a shorter version of the original one consisting of 17 items (Bateman & Crant, 1993) . The shortened version has been used in numerous studies (e.g., Chan, 2006) . A sample item is "I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life." The alpha was .88.
Creative work involvement
A 9-item scale from Carmeli and Schaubroeck (2007) was used to assess CWI. A sample item is "I demonstrated originality at my work". The alpha was .89. Note: ILM = intrinsic learning motivation, ELM = extrinsic learning motivation. Rotation method: Varimax.
Analytic strategy
A two-step modelling approach of confirmatory analysis (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988 ) was performed in AMOS statistical program to evaluate both convergent and discriminant validity of the measures. A sequential chi-square difference test comparing several measurement models was conducted to evaluate whether the baseline measurement model is better than others. A SEM analysis was also conducted to examine the hypothesized structural model. Specifically, this study used the Baron and Kenny's (1986) method to evaluate the mediating effects of intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation. In order to investige the moderating effects, all data were split into two sets of data based on the mean score for proactive personality (coded 1 for higher proactive employees and 0 for lower ones). Hair et al. (2010) suggested that before testing the moderating effect, a measurement invariance test should be conducted to evaluate the equality of the two groups (Milfont & Fischer, 2010) . The equality of two groups is achieved when the p-value is insignificant (Kline, 2005) . The moderating effects of proactive personality were judged by comparing the standardized estimates of both groups. Table 1 displays the means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among the variables. With the exception of the correlation between job dissatisfaction and extrinsic motivation, all correlations were significant at p < .01. A test of a four-factor measurement model that consists of job dissatisfaction, intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation, and CWI showed that each item was adequately related to its respective factor with standardized estimates ranging from .36 to .92, and all were found to be significant at p < .001. The goodness-of-fit statistics for the four-factor model were 2 2.20, df χ = GFI = 87, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .04, demonstrating acceptable fit indices (Kline, 2005) . Three alternative measurement models were also tested. A three-factor model was to merge intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation into one factor. A two factor model was also to merge the two factors (learning motivation and job dissatisfaction). A one-factor model was to merge all items in a single factor. The baseline measurement model was significantly better than the independent model and the three alternatives at p < .001 (Table 3) . Reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the research instruments were thus demonstrated.
RESULTS
The fit of the proposed structural model was evaluated. As shown in Table 3 , the partially mediated model demonstrated acceptable fit indices. An alternative model (i.e., the path of job dissatisfaction-CWI was eliminated) was also assessed. The proposed model was significantly better than the alternative ( ) Table 4 (column "All data") displays the results for the standardized regression weights and significances of the hypothesized paths. As hypothesized, job dissatisfaction had a negative effect on intrinsic learning motivation ( ) H5 was also supported. The job dissatisfaction → CWI path was significant. The job dissatisfaction → intrinsic learning motivation → CWI paths were also significant. The results showed a partial mediating effect of intrinsic learning motivation (see Baron & Kenny, 1986 for a further review). A significant extrinsic learning motivation → CWI path was found. However, an insignificant job dissatisfaction → extrinsic learning motivation path was demonstrated. Not as expected, the results failed to demonstrate the mediating role of extrinsic learning motivation. Thus, H6 was supported, but the results did not support H7.
A partial measurement invariance test was conducted. The test demonstrated that the two groups were equal ( ) 
The negative impacts of job dissatisfaction were weaker for the highly proactive personality group. Therefore, H8, H9, and H10 were all supported. Note: ***p < .001. ILM = intrinsic leaning motivation, ELM = extrinsic learning motivation, JDS = job dissatisfaction, CWI = creative work involvement.
DISCUSSION
The current study proposes to investigate a sequential link among job dissatisfaction, intrinsic and extrinsic learning motivation, and creative work involvement. This study included proactive personality as a moderator. In a highly demanding and pressured workplace environment, the level of employee job dissatisfaction is likely to increase (Bos et al., 2013) . However, the extant literature has put less attention on researching job dissatisfaction than it has on job satisfaction, as one factor that may influence employee work behavior. To adapt to intensively competitive and turbulent business environments, organizations are required to improve their learning capability and creativity, which can enhance their survival and competitive advantage (Ford, 1996) .
This study discovered a negative impact of job dissatisfaction on intrinsic leaning motivation. It is likely that job dissatisfaction will decrease employees' feelings of enjoyment and their interest into learning. Not as expected, a negative but insignificant effect of job dissatisfaction on extrinsic learning motivation was found. A reasonable explanation for this finding, perhaps, is that in a situation where there is job dissatisfaction, employees may be a bit motivated to adjust their own knowledge and skills, just for the sake of meeting job requirements assigned (Glynn & Koballa Jr., 2006) . This study also discovered a negative influence of job dissatisfaction on CWI. This finding is consistent with prior findings suggesting that CWI will flourish more when the positive feelings of employees are maintained (Atwater & Carmeli, 2009; Kark & Carmeli, 2009 This study contributes to theory. For theoretical developments, first, this study proposes an integrative model of job dissatisfaction, learning motivation, and CWI. This study discloses the direct impacts of job dissatisfaction on individual learning motivation and a specific work outcome, i.e., CWI. Second, this study provides empirical evidence about how the levels of proactive personality may distinguish employees' responses to job dissatisfaction related to their learning motivation and CWI. Management practices may also benefit from the findings. They need to be more cautious about the problems raised by a high level of job dissatisfaction, particularly when organizations endeavor to encourage members' motivation to learn and be engaged in creative works.
Organizations may wish to conduct surveys to investigate members' job dissatisfaction that allow them to implement suitable recovery programs leading to better work conditions (Jansen, Kant, van Amelsvoort, Nijhuis, & van den Brandt, 2003) . Different patterns of the impact of job dissatisfaction across highly/low proactive employees were found. Therefore, organizations should put this personality type into consideration particularly in efforts to promote organizational learning and creativity. Managers should be aware that proactive employees may deal with dissatisfying work situations better than the less proactive ones. Therefore, organizations may wish to include some proactive attributes in their employee selection process. However, managers should also develop some supportive work conditions (e.g., coworker helping and support) (see Zhou & George, 2001 ), because they might interact with job dissatisfaction into advantageous factors for creative behavior of both higher and lower proactive employees.
At least, three limitations should be listed. First, this study used a general measure to assess job dissatisfaction. There was no other choice because the target research participants had various occupations. However, this choice could restrict participants in regard to measuring the levels of job dissatisfaction. Future research may replicate this study while trying to use more specific measures that are suitable for occupational characteristics (Oshagbemi, 1999) . Second, only a small number of the participants held top positions in the organizational hierarchy. Differing patterns of relationships might be found if a greater proportion of middle or top managers were to be included. Future research could focus on researching higher levels of employees. Lastly, the job dissatisfaction-intrinsic learning motivation and job dissatisfaction-extrinsic learning motivation were found significant for highly proactive employees. Whereas, for low proactive personality, only the job dissatisfaction-extrinsic learning motivation was significant. Since the links were not hypothesized in this work, future research may also conceptualize and investigate the interesting phenomenon.
CONCLUSION
This study investigates a model integrating job dissatisfaction, learning motivation (interinsic and extrinsic), CWI, and proactive personality. It is found that job dissatisfaction negatively affected intrinsic learning motivation and CWI; both intrinsic and extrinsic leaning motivation negatively affected CWI; intrinsic learning motivation mediated the relationship between job dissatisfaction and CWI; and, finally, proactive personality moderated the effects of job dissatisfaction. With regard to the theory, this study has generated new evidences of the hypothesized relationships. This study also gives new insights into how organizations can improve employee creativity.
